Thank you for your valuable comments to our manuscript.
• How exactly do the authors imagine a limitation of electron flow at Cyt b6f in ntrc? If this was photosynthetic control for example, one would expect an exaggerated ΔpH in comparison to WT, which was not observed at least in growth and high light. • How do the authors explain the extremely elevated pmf in ntrc compared to WT in low light conditions (Fig. 5e) (Nikkanen et al. 2016 , Carrillo et al. 2016 . Furthermore, exceptionally high NPQ was recorded in the ntrc line, especially at low light (Suppl. Fig. S5 )." This chapter is on page 13 in revised manuscript.
Response: Limitation of electron flow between PQ pool and PSI in ntrc might be related to the same PGR5-dependent mechanism that prevents OE-NTRC pgr5 from inducing photosynthetic control in high light despite recovery of WT-level pmf. If the relevant function of PGR5 is dependent on
• It is still not clear to me how NDH is supposed to significantly contribute to CEF during the induction phase of photosynthesis. Being highly substoichiometric with regard to PSI, it would have to sustain very high rates, which cannot be mediated by a diffusion limited PSI-NDH complex and which also contradicts the very low NDH rates measured in vivo (Trouillard et al. 2012 (Yadav et al., 2017 Shimakawa & Miyake (2018) . This is now discussed in more detail on page 19 of the revised manuscript.
Other comments: Introduction:
• The sentences "...both the PGR-dependent pathway (Hertle et al., 2013; Strand et al., 2016a ) and the NDH pathway (Courteille et al., 2013) have been proposed to be subject to thiol-regulation by chloroplast thioredoxins." (page 4) and "Moreover, redoxregulation of both CEF pathways has been previously reported (Courteille et al., 2013; Hertle et al., 2013; Strand et al., 2016a) ." (page 5) are redundant.
Response: This is corrected in revised manuscript on pages 4-5: the latter sentence has been deleted.

Results:
• Please consistently add letters when referring to subfigures, this would facilitate readability a lot (e.g. Fig. 1a instead of just Fig. 1) .
Response: Subfigure letters have been added throughout the revised manuscript.
• The order of figures and subfigures is sometimes not matching their first mention in the text. Response: The order of figures is matched with the text. In some cases the subfigures are not always mentioned in the same order in the text that they are presented in the figures. This is the case with the figures containing large datasets and subfigures (Fig. 5, 6, 7, 8) (e.g. pmf (A and B), gH+ (C and D), etc.) . Therefore sometimes e.g. Fig. 5C is mentioned before Fig.  5B .
• It should be mentioned and discussed that LHCII phosphorylation in HL is more pronounced in ntrc compared to WT (Fig. 4h) . Response: This is now mentioned on page 9 of the revised manuscript.
• Suppl. Table S1 could be described and discussed in more detail. Response: Table S1 is now described on page 7 of the revised manuscript.
• There is a wrong reference to Fig. 4 in the paragraph describing the pmf kinetics, it should probably be Fig. 5 (page 9) . Response: This is now corrected on page 10 of the revised manuscript.
• There is a wrong reference to Fig. 5 and 6 regarding the P700 oxidation, it should probably be • Figure 7c : Black symbols should probably be triangles, not circles. Response: This is now corrected in Fig. 7C .
Sincerely, Eevi Rintamäki
